Abstract: This article examines how the body of films commonly described as "slow cinema" demands certain conditions of the film theater for the spectatorial contract to be fully met, an aspect illustrated by recent durational films that focus on the theatrical experience as a theme in its own right. By exploring the ways in which slow cinema eschews the conventional temporal articulations of narrative cinema in favor of indeterminate temporalities, the article posits that the slow style might be fruitfully understood as a metareflection on a collective mode of spectatorship that loses its exclusivity as cinema ventures into new spaces and onto new screens.
In this article, I propose that a more productive way of looking at the emergence of slow cinema is not to focus so much on what this cinema is, its supposed artistic merits or otherwise, but to take the opportunity to interrogate often unquestioned assumptions regarding the fruition of cinematic time in relation to traditional modes of film spectatorship.
On the one hand, by adopting a style grounded in stillness, silence, and duration, a cinema of slowness is unsuitable for domestic film viewing and the fragmented and distracted modes of spectatorial interaction evinced by miniaturized screens, thus demanding a mode of engagement perhaps attainable only in the film theater. On the other hand, the slow style has made a remarkably smooth transition to the art gallery and the museum as more and more directors associated with the trend make films and installations for these spaces. Understood as an aesthetic project grounded in the experience of durational cinematic time, slow cinema thus asks us to reassess the distinct economies of attention and engagement evinced by theatrical and gallery settings.
This article, however, claims no position in empirical audience research. While I acknowledge the importance of this approach in providing increasingly nuanced insights into film reception, my intention here is to conduct a broader inquiry into what Miriam Hansen has described as "the more systematic parameters of subjectivity that structure, enable, and refract our personal engagement with the film," including questions of film style and site specificity, as well as their imbricated relationship. 5 In this respect, I allude to specific films and filmmakers to illustrate my points, yet I also refer to "slow cinema" as a shorthand term for what I deem an aesthetically cohesive group of films, even though questions relating to the appropriateness of the term as applied to such a group remain outside the scope of this 4 For a perceptive account of the slow cinema debate, see Karl Schoonover, "Wastrels of article. 6 Although I am aware of the dangers of obliterating contextual and textual divergences in favor of a more generalizing perspective, it is my hope that an approach of this kind will contribute to aspects of film theory and aesthetics more broadly, particularly the dynamics at work among modes of address, exhibition sites, and spectatorial activity.
In what follows, I start by retracing some key theoretical observations that have screens have given continuity to this process in our time, to explore the ways in which spectacular cinema asks for state-of-the-art theaters is not my aim here. Instead, my intention is to examine how spectacular cinema's alleged antithesis, that is to say slow cinema, can be said to need the big screen to a similar extent-not to heighten the impact of hyperbolic and immersive features but to facilitate a sustained perceptual engagement with the audiovisual elements on-screen. To that end, I revisit in this section some key arguments advanced in relation to the theatrical experience with a view to speculating on slow cinema's proposed 6 For a position against the term, see Harry Tuttle, "Slow Films." Barthes published his essay "Leaving the Movie Theater," which, inflected with the psychoanalytic discourse of his contemporaries, similarly likened the cinematic apparatus to ideological "hypnosis." 10 Crucially, however, Barthes introduced a "body" to the equation,
proposing an alternative viewing stance-in his words "another way of going to the movies" -which would involve letting oneself be fascinated twice over, by the image and its surroundings as if I had two bodies at the same time: a narcissistic body which gazes, lost, into the engulfing mirror, and a perverse body, ready to fetishize not the image but precisely what exceeds it: the texture of the sound, the hall, the darkness, the obscure mass of the other bodies, the rays of light.
11
It is interesting to examine how Barthes's corporeal and active viewer anticipates the embodied modes of spectatorship that have emerged in Anglophone film theory since the early 1990s, when apparatus theory was debunked as foreclosing spectatorial agency by reducing the viewer to a transcendental visual entity devoid of subjective intentionality. Thus, in her film-phenomenological project, Vivian Sobchack rejected Metz's claims that the spectator in the film theater is "motionless," "vacant," and "silent," arguing that the viewer is always "embodied and conscious" despite the behavioral codes implicitly dictated by the cinema-going activity.
12
With a few exceptions (Barthes being one), however, the question of the collectivity of cinema spectatorship has been relegated to a second plane through much of film theory, which, whether in the apparatus or the film-phenomenology mode, has largely advanced the notion of an individual spectator as the receptacle of the film's ideological visions or sensory effects. To redress this balance, Julian Hanich has thus made the case for a "theory of From Goodbye, Dragon Inn, by Malaysia-born, Taiwan-based director Tsai Mingliang, this single stationary shot is charged with meaning in that it lays bare the waning of the theatrical experience as visualized in an empty movie theater. Yet beyond its obvious symbolism, this scene is also emblematic in that it makes no concession to those viewers avid for storytelling. Lasting nearly six minutes and featuring no camera movement, its audiovisual content is slowed down through the limping movements of a woman with a physical disability in its first half, then reduced to the unchanging sight of an empty space through the remaining duration. In many ways, this shot radicalizes hallmarks of contemporary slow cinema in the sense not only that it is premised on the hyperbolic application of the long take but also that the long take is here combined with other elements that together may likely produce the experience of slowness for the spectator, namely silence, stillness, minimalism, and an emphasis on duration itself-all of which force the a2udience to confront images and sounds in their material and perceptual plenitude.
At first glance, this formal idiom, steeped in unbroken takes depleted of dramatic charge, would seem to comply with Bazin's defense of the sequence shot, which in his view implied "a more active mental attitude on the part of the spectator," who is then "called on to exercise at least a minimum of personal choice" and from whose attention "the meaning of the image in part derives." 16 Although this is true in many respects, there is a crucial difference here related to the ways in which this scene extrapolates the dramaturgic dictates of Bazin's temporal realism, which, as I have explored elsewhere, was often subscribed to narrative imperatives. case in the contemporary slow aesthetic is that it proceeds through opaque and elusive images whose temporal indeterminacy far exceeds plot demands, if a plot even exists.
From the perspective of dominant cinematic models of narrative economy and its standard meaning-making patterns, this scene is emblematic in that shot duration is no longer dictated by, or subordinated to, audiovisual content. Not only does it supply the viewer with time to scan within and across the screen, as Bazin would have had it, it provides too much time, triggering a self-conscious mode of spectatorship whereby the viewer becomes aware of the viewing process and the time spent in such a process. As Karl Schoonover puts it, "The restlessness or contemplation induced by art cinema's characteristic fallow time draws attention to the activity of watching and ennobles a forbearing but unbedazzled spectatorship." 18 In this context, Schoonover goes on, slowness emerges "as a crucial sociopolitical parameter of art cinema's consumption" through the "idea of a spectator who recognizes the value of slowness."
19
Whereas it would be impossible to determine why some viewers valorize and enjoy slowness while others do not, the historical and geopolitical supremacy of a narrative cinema informed by the principles of functionality and efficiency points to a larger set of anxieties and suspicions surrounding slow time in capitalist modernity. After all, good films, or so we hear in common parlance, are precisely those that make us unaware of the temporality of their projection, those in which time passes by without one's noticing. To properly understand the question of slowness in the cinema and how it is usually perceived as a hindrance to spectatorial enjoyment, then, we would do well to go back to the very "emergence of cinematic time," to cite the title of Mary Ann Doane's book. 20 Looking at the ways in which narrativity was swiftly articulated at cinema's dawn, which involved the elimination of undesirable temporalities from its syntax, might provide us with a privileged insight into the temporal mechanisms of contemporary slow cinema in relation to normative cinematic time as well as prevailing modes of experiencing time.
As Doane has argued, whereas the introduction of film and other technologies contributed to the large-scale rationalization of time at the turn of the twentieth century, 18 Schoonover, "Wastrels of Time," 70. 19 Ibid., 65. The inevitably historiographic tendency of cinema, its ability to record "real" time and its duration, at first a source of endless fascination, poses critical difficulties for the early cinema. Cinema's time is surely referential; it is a record of time with the weight of indexicality. But its time is also characterized by a certain indeterminacy, an intolerable instability. . . . The cinema hence becomes the production of a generalized experience of time, a duration. The unreadability and uncertainty concerning the image's relation to temporality and to its origin are not problems that are resolved-they are, in fact, insoluble. . . . The resulting cinema delicately negotiates the contradiction between recording and signification.
22
It does so through a plethora of ways, but two strategies particularly stand out. First, to manufacture meaning, cinema adheres to the notion of the event in the sense of a significant happening that justifies its being the object of attention for a recording camera for a determined period. Second, cinema learns how to deal with the "intolerable instability" of duration by summarily excising "uneventful," "'dead time'-time in which nothing happens, time which is in some sense 'wasted,' expended without product": the cinematic event is thus "packaged as a moment: time is condensed and becomes eminently meaningful." 23 Slow cinema's capital sin is that it often turns a blind eye to both of these lessons, which early cinema very quickly learned. To use the scene from Goodbye, Dragon Inn again, not only does it bypass the notion of the event by lingering on seemingly insignificant occurrences (a woman sweeping the floor, an empty space); it does so for an unjustifiably long time. Here we could say that time is stretched and becomes eminently meaningless, at least in the way it refuses to be instrumentalized by representational content. This is why, moreover, some critics may experience slow films as frustrating. Unable to abandon a welltrained viewing mode based on the scanning and gathering of narratively meaningful 21 Ibid., 163.
22 Ibid. 23 Ibid., 160, my emphasis.
information, they express an anxiety over the ways in which cinematic time is not translated into the expected mental processes identified with narrational fruition in the cinema.
24
Of course, not all spectators will feel anxious or frustrated when confronted with vacant temporalities, given that the experience of time is also fundamentally subjective. As how to contain and eventually suppress "dead," "uneventful," and "wasted" timeanomalous temporalities that, however, will never cease to surface through film history. From
Rossellini to Angelopoulos, Dreyer to Akerman, Antonioni to Warhol, Tarkovsky to Tarr, empty cinematic time comes to the fore, exposing in return the calculated temporal mechanisms by which cinema conventionally abides in its production of meaning.
However, while the contemporary slow trend is indebted to this illustrious lineage, its prevalence in today's context is significant for several reasons. For one thing, the sheer number of filmmakers, from all corners of the globe, resorting to the slow style is striking.
And while the scope and viability of this phenomenon must be understood in relation to cultural institutions such as the international film festival, as I will shortly discuss, it is noteworthy that the trend has emerged at a time when capitalism itself undergoes a radical It is striking that many filmmakers who have crossed over to art galleries in recent years are often placed under the slow cinema umbrella, and that they often recycle their own 32 Upon its release on DVD, Jonathan Romney even made a point of stressing that "Five is neither a gallery work nor a collection of separate pieces, but a seventy-four-minute feature film, designed to be shown in cinemas to a seated audience that is prepared to watch from start to finish." And yet Kiarostami did transform Five into an installation piece soon after.
Romney, "Five," in the leaflet included in the Five DVD case (London: BFI Video, n.d. It is by now commonplace that the international film festival has been over the past two decades the institutional and cultural home of slow cinema, and one that has largely enabled not only its promotion and consumption but also its production. An international film festival like Rotterdam, for example, offers grants like the Hubert Bals Fund, which has financially helped directors such as Reygadas, Alonso, Weerasethakul, and Diaz among others. In fact, slow films may be rarely shown outside film festivals, whether because they will not resist 33 Glyn Davis has also examined this in "Slow Film between Cinema and Gallery," as part of However, if there is much to be said about the ways in which similar or the same durational images may easily traverse back and forth through the spaces of the museum and the cinema, the experience of such images will be necessarily of a different order depending on the place in which they are consumed. Gallery pieces and feature films solicit modes of aesthetic appreciation that are not interchangeable. Not only do gallery contexts privilege a peripatetic, individual, and distracted viewing mode in contrast with the collective immobility of theatrical settings; as Pantenburg reminds us, in "the cinema, temporality is also prescribed by the duration of the film, whereas the temporal calculations of a visit to an exhibition are mostly made independently of the time required to actually see the works."
39
Of course, distraction and immersion can be experienced both in the museum and in the cinema, dependent as they also are on subjective faculties. Yet external factors may limit, structure, or encourage particular ways of viewing, and in the case of slow cinema, the question of how temporality is primarily experienced is of the essence. To put it crudely, is slow cinema "slow" in the gallery, given that it is the viewer, rather than the film, who largely controls the time spent watching?
As Griselda Pollock remarks of Akerman's contemplative documentary From the East (1993), which was turned into an installation soon after its release, even a seemingly innocuous transference of screening sites resulted in significant changes from a spectatorial standpoint: "[The film] ran continuously in a large room with a few seats so that it was already a wall-projected image rather than a film on a screen with a fixed start and end time.
The visitor met the film at arbitrary points in its perpetual loop." 40 In this respect, Marks has argued that the temporal disengagement characteristic of gallery viewing entails a primarily "cognitive," rather than experiential, spectatorial mode, given that "duration tends to get reduced to an idea of duration . . . centrally because people don't stay for the whole 38 One could also cite a cultural event like the New Crowned Hope Festival, commissioned by the city of Vienna to commemorate the 250th birthday of Mozart, which financed Tsai's own I Don't Want to Sleep Alone as well as Weerasethakul's Syndromes and a Century. The outmoded "idea of long blocks of time spent exclusively as a spectator" is, of course, the ontological kernel of slow cinema and what makes it stand out in the context of new modes of looking and listening that Crary describes. And indeed, if we are to understand the emergence of a cinema of slowness in our time as a "desire . . . to formulate a different relationship to time and space," as Song Hwee Lim rightly puts it, then we must conclude that this formulation finds many obstacles for its full realization in the museum, the temporal structures of which often coincide with those of the world at large. 44 In the gallery, temporally distended images eminently lose their grip on the spectator, who, as Andrew notes, 41 Marks, "Immersed in the Single Channel," 21. James is interested in the knowledge effects of cinema and frustrated about the lack of such effects (or returns) in slow cinema, whose openness of signification impedes, in his view, the collective sharing of ideas. From a phenomenological perspective, however, it can be argued that the slow film in fact greatly heightens a sense of the collective precisely because it quickly exhausts the image's representational dimension. To take James's own example, the discomfort or boredom provoked by extended shots of characters wandering pointlessly from one place to another, which stubbornly delay narrative gratification, may prompt the spectator to look around and see whether such feelings are being shared by other spectators or make one wonder what other viewers within the same site are making of such a film. In this context, the slowness with which actions and events unfold on-screen is translated into a renewed cognizance that one is powerless to manipulate the temporalities to which one is being subjected and is watching a film in the auditorium together with an audience of strangers (unless, of course, one decides to walk out).
We have seen that Goodbye, Dragon Inn, Fantasma, and Shirin, all films focused on the theatrical experience and that have been, in principle, designed to be watched in the film theater, invite us to study in meticulous detail the viewing process of the theatrical experience.
By offering a mirror of cinema's most ritualistic mode of reception, they solicit and It is this "relation between drifting attentiveness and concentrated or exacerbated attentiveness," Bellour concludes, that every other film-viewing situation will more or less depart from.
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Although Bellour's hypothesis is flexible enough to be applied to the fruition of all kinds of film styles, it is striking that the relation between these two poles of attentiveness is stretched to their very limits and on both sides in slow cinema, which, thanks to its contemplative properties, demands concentrated absorption at the same time that its delay in narrative gratification encourages a drifting spectatorial attitude. As Lim has argued, slow cinema's hallmark "strategies of camera stillness and narrative emptiness . . . allow ample time to instill a sense of slowness and to create moments of nothing happening, during which our minds can contemplate as well as drift." 49 In these drifting moments, the spectator may well find in the auditorium a newly found object of attention and in the collective character of the cinematic experience an object of reflection. Of course, even the most fast-paced and engrossing of films might produce the same effect, or conversely, one might become entranced by a film that unfolds at a snail's pace. My point is simply to note the way a slow mode of address will encourage more than others a self-reflexive spectating posture that activates a relationship with the film theater whereby its own sense of material beingthereness emerges, together with a heightened awareness of the communality of spectatorship.
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We have seen earlier that the collectivity of film spectatorship has been largely neglected in film studies, a situation that Hanich has attempted to redress by theorizing cinema viewing as an activity based on "joint action." 51 Hanich calls into question the notion that spectatorship can be deemed collective only when viewers are consciously aware of it as such, arguing that watching a film in the theater with others remains a collective activity even when viewers are not interacting or aware of each other. He writes:
48 Ibid. 49 Lim, Tsai Ming-liang, 81. 50 This, incidentally, could not be further removed from the theater space as appropriated by spectacular films, which, as epitomized by its 3-D incarnations, aim to immerse the viewer in the on-screen world rather than opening up a perceptual continuum between it and the film theater. 51 Hanich, "Watching a Film with Others," 338.
There is no doubt that the quiet collectivity of the theatrical experience rarely becomes thematic in a fully-fledged sense: the audience predominantly experiences jointly without reflectively experiencing each other. I therefore need to emphasize that the viewer's conscious experience of others is predominantly a phenomenon at the margins of consciousness that can become explicit, but it certainly does not have to be reflected upon.
52
Nevertheless, it is interesting to observe the ways in which different film styles may encourage different attitudes within the cinema theater. My contribution to this debate aims to consider the specific relationship between one film style and spectatorial activity so as to demonstrate that, owing to its specific aesthetic and temporal properties, a cinema of slowness solicits a spectatorial engagement based on a conscious awareness of the collective viewing situation.
One could say that slow cinema elicits by its own nature the aforementioned "perverse" spectator that Barthes describes, who is "ready to fetishize not the image but precisely what exceeds it: the texture of the sound, the hall, the darkness, the obscure mass of the other bodies, the rays of light." 53 Yet while Barthes championed a perverse mode of spectatorship at a time when the theatrical experience enjoyed widespread dominance, today's spectator is confronted with the historical situatedness of cinema viewing, its aggregation of individuals in the dark being hardly the predominant way of watching films.
As the contemporary regime of image consumption renders this once exclusive screening experience partly outmoded, and as film viewing becomes an individualist endeavor mediated by the digital screens of portable devices, to look closely and consciously at the film theater and its "obscure mass of other bodies" is thus to allow time to reflect on the historical, social, and cultural significance of its collective configuration of experience in a period of dramatic technological change. The on-screen act of waiting (whether in isolation or collectively) is, of course, one of the dominant tropes of slow cinema, and one that is translated into a collective act of waiting on the part of spectators in the space of the cinema theater. From this perspective, the "tacit acceptance of time shared in common" that is the fundamental premise of the slow theatrical experience can be considered a "tentative possibility of community" in its own right. This is not to suggest that this experience is cooperative in that it may result in collective action, but that it is political insofar as its reflexive, social, and interhuman configuration restores a sense of time and experience in a world short of both. Seen in this light, slow cinema can also be taken to provide the conditions for an ethical spectatorship founded in a renewed awareness and appreciation of the principles of sociality and proximity on which the theatrical experience is based, and the "responsibility for other people that proximity entails."
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It is often noted that a slow aesthetic inculcates sustained ways of looking at images that might rejuvenate perception and refresh new ways of looking at the world. As I hope to have demonstrated, this is also a self-reflexive look that turns back on itself and illuminates the space of the intersubjective film theater, enabling the emergence of a spectator who reflects on the historicity of cinema viewing and on time and its passing. 
